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St. Paul and the Gospels.
BY PROFESSOR THE REV. J. S. BANKS, HEADINGLEY COLLEGE, LEEDS.
THE object of this brief paper is to point out some
coincidences of thought and language in Paul’s
Epistles with the Gospels. The harmony of Paul’s
teaching as a whole with that of Christ and the
other apostles is too wide a subject to consider here.
The fact of such a deep-seated and comprehensive
harmony is beyond question, and is an important
part of the internal evidence of the New Testament.
But it will be enough here to instance a few coinci-
dences which, from their concrete character, may
even be more striking than a detailed argument.
The resemblance is more in the substance of the
thought than in the expression. The difference
in expression, indeed, is such as to prove the spon-
taneous, undesigned character of the agreement.
Considering the independent position of Paul and
the little outward connexion between him and the
other apostles, the coincidence will, I think, justify
attention being called to it.
r. There are two passages in Paul’s writings
(Rom. xii. 2 ; 2 Cor. iii. 18) in which it is difficult
to doubt a reference to the Lord’s transfigura-
tion. The gospel says, &dquo; He was transfigured
(~U.ETE~A,Op~(UB’Y~) before them &dquo; (Matt. xvii. 2 ; Mark
ix. 2; Luke does not use this verb). St. Paul
twice applies the same word to the transfiguration
of moral character in Christian believers. 2 Cor.
iii. 18, &dquo;We all, with unveiled face reflecting as
a mirror the glory of the Lord, are transformed
(p,erapcop~ou~,ceea) into the same image from glory
to glory, even as from the Lord the Spirit.&dquo; Rom.
xii. 2, &dquo; Be ye transformed (N.eraM,opcboimee) by the
renewing of your mind.&dquo; Looking at the unusual
character of the word, and the fact that these
are the only New Testament passages in which the
verb-form occurs, and especially at the reference to
glory in the Corinthian passage, it seems probable
that the apostle makes the Lord’s physical trans-
figuration a figure of the moral transfiguration
of believers in the perfecting of character. As
the Lord’s glorified body is the type of the
glorified body of believers (Phil. iii. 21), so His
perfect life is the type that is to be realised in their
moral life. Morally as well as physically, believers
are to be conformed (w~~op~ovs, Rom. viii. 29) to
their Head. In Rom. viii. 29, Paul says, &dquo; con-
formed to the image of His Son &dquo; ; in 2 Cor. iii. 18,
&dquo;transformed into the same image&dquo;; in both cases
Christ’s life is the image «lK£v) which is being
reproduced in the life of Christian holiness, and
the process is destined to completion. The trans-
figuration scene is to be repeated in the life of all
the saved.
2. There is no need to point out in detail the
parallelism of Paul’s account of the institution of
the Lord’s Supper (i Cor. xi. 23-26) to the three
synoptic accounts. Paul says he received the
account from the Lord. It reads like a transcript
of the Gospel narrative. Dr. Gardner, Professor
of Archaeology at Oxford, has recently tried to
prove that the synoptic accounts were derived from
Paul. However wild the suggestion, it illustrates
the similarity of the accounts. Professor Lobstein
of Strassburg, himself an advanced critic, says that
the theory &dquo;contradicts the historical results of
inquiry respecting the origin of our synoptics.&dquo;
3. The harmony of the Pauline and Johannine
Christology would be too wide a subject to discuss
here. We wish only to touch on one point, the
afhnity between the Pauline &dquo; image and the
Johannine &dquo; BV ord &dquo; (Col. i. 15 ; John i. I). Here
also we see substantial identity along with differ-
ence both of language and idea. With Paul and
John alike, the standing name of Christ in His
higher nature is Son, Son of God; but once in the
Gospel John uses &dquo; Word,&dquo; and once Paul uses
&dquo; image&dquo; (twice indeed, see 2 Cor. iv. 4 ; cf. also
Heb. i. 3). Bishop Lightfoot reminds us that image
(dKWV) like Word (J~oyos) is taken from the Alex-
andrian vocabulary; Philo repeatedly uses it.
Both image and Word imply the identity with the
Father, and yet distinction from Him, which is
more plainly expressed by the term &dquo; Son.&dquo; Yet it
is easy to see that without the latter term it would
have been difficult to prove the personality of the
image and Word. Lightfoot finds in image the
combination of the two thoughts of representation
and manifestation, the latter mainly.
Again, St. Paul’s &dquo; the first-born (iyJ(UTUTOKOS) of
all creation &dquo; directly recalls John’s &dquo; only-begotten&dquo;
(~o~oyet~, John i. 18, iii. 16), the first of course
including a reference to creation, the second not.
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&dquo; First-born &dquo; also belongs to the Alexandrian
vocabulary, and implies priority to all creation
and sovereignty over all creation (Lightfoot on
Colossians, p. 2 13). Ellicott translates &dquo;the first-
born before every creature,&dquo; and writes, &dquo; 1’he
term is studiously used to define our Lord’s rela-
tion to His creatures and His brotherhood with
them, and is in this respect distinguished from
’ only-begotten,’ which more exactly defines His
relation to the Father.&dquo;
St. Paul’s &dquo; His own Son &dquo; (Rom. viii. 32) may
be compared with John’s &dquo; His own Father &dquo; (John
~’. 18).
4. The vital union between Christ and believers
is equally a characteristic doctrine of John and
Paul, although the former generally receives the
credit of the thought. The principal passage of
course is Christ’s figure of the Vine and the
branches (John xv.). The truth is one of those
which were reserved for the last teaching of our
Lord (see John xiv. 23, xvii. 21, 23, 24; 1 John i. 3,
ii. 6, 24, 27, 28, iii. 6, 24, iv. 13, I5, 16, v. 20).
The same true, essential mysticism, which is the
very heart of the Christian religion, is found in
Paul, although it has been somewhat overshadowed
by the attention given in the Church to his doctrines
of sin, atonement, and justification. Gal. ii. 20 is
the figure of the Vine and the branches expressed
in terms of experience. Paul’s grand conception
of the Church as a body, of which Christ is the
Head, rests on the same truth (Eph. i. 22, iv. I5,
v. 23, 30 ; Rom. xii. 12, a 7) ; the figure of the
temple and the foundation (Eph. ii. 21) implies
the same thought. According to Paul, believers
share in Christ’s death, resurrection, ascension, and
glorified life. We die on His cross, rise from His
grave, sit with Him in the heavenly places. John’s
phrases abiding in Christ, Christ abiding in us, are
common also in Paul (Rom. xvi. 7 ; 2 Cor. v. 17 ;
Col. i. 27).
5. The peculiar meaning given to the term
~‘ flesh,&dquo; in antithesis to spirit, is one of the charac-
teristic features of Paul’s teaching. It is impossible
to understand his teaching in Rom. vii. and viii.
(see vii. 18, viii. 8, 9 ; also Gal. v. 19, 22), unless
we give to flesh in this connexion an ethical
meaning. To find the seat or principle of sin in
the material flesh of man’s nature is as contrary
to Scripture as it is to sound philosophy. All
attempts to make Paul a Manichaean spring from
explaining his language by Greek thought instead
of by the Old Testament. Dr. Laidlaw says
(Bible Doctriiie of Afan, p. 84), &dquo; Flesh may be
appropriately used for the principle of corrupt
nature in the individual man, for the obvious
reason that it is in the course of the flesh, or of
the ordinary production of human nature, that the
evil principle invariably originates and comes to
light. Thus the phrase is some explanation of the
condition of man’s nature, which it describes.&dquo;
He also says that reference to the Old Testament
line of teaching shows us &dquo; how the idea of flesh,
even when ethically intensified to the utmost, is
appreciably distinct from the Oriental or Greek
idea of evil as necessarily residing in matter.&dquo;
No one can read John iii. 6 without seeing
that there we have the origin of Paul’s great moral
antithesis most tersely put. The contrasted terms
evidently describe two contrasted moral states, the
origin or cause of which is indicated. Meyer
says, &dquo; The flesh is that human nature, consisting
of body and soul, which is alien and hostile to the
divine, influenced morally by impulses springing
from the power of sin, whose seed it is, living and
operating with the principle of sensible life, the
soul. What is born of human nature thus sinfully
constituted (and therefore not in the way of
spiritual birth from God) is a being -of the same
sinfully conditioned nature, without the higher
spiritual moral life which springs only from the
working of the Divine Spirit.&dquo;
In Rom. viii. 26, 27, the Holy Spirit is repre-
sented as the helper of human infirmity ; and
as the infirmity is especially felt in prayer, the
Spirit becomes our intercessor. The intercessor
within corresponds to the intercessor above ( I
John ii. i).
We have the same teaching expressed in alto-
gether different phraseology in John xiv. 16, etc.
The Revised Version significantly puts in the
margin Advocate, Helper, Paraclete. It is certain
that Advocate, Intercessor, must stand in the fore-
ground of all exposition, while the more general
thought of Helper is implied. St. Paul does not
use the term Paraclete ; yet the teaching is identical
in substance.
7. St. John is rightly regarded as the apostle of
love. The love of God and the love of man find
in him their greatest expositor. There is no need
to give illustrations ; St. John’s Gospel and Epistles
are full of them.
~ It is equally certain that St. Paul is only second
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to his brother-apostle in the earnestness with which
he dwells on the same great themes. The love of
God or, what is the same to Paul, the love of
Christ, is his great impelling motive. He can
never write or speak calmly on the subject.
Directly he mentions the theme, his words become
broken with emotion. &dquo;The love of Christ con-
straineth us&dquo; (2 Cor. v. 14). &dquo;It is impossible to
read his Epistles without discovering that Christ’s
love had been so revealed to him that it had taken
possession of his thought and of every active
energy of his nature, and stirred the profoundest
depths of emotion &dquo; (Dale). See Rom. v. 8, viii.
35~ 39 ~ Eph. ii. 4, iii. r9 ; Tit. iii. 4.
According to Paul, also, the love of man is the
essence of all morality (Rom. xiii. 8-10). John’s
strong saying (i John iv. 20) is paralleled in Gal.
v. 6. The translation &dquo; charity&dquo; &dquo; in i Cor. xiii.
concealed the identity of Paul’s and John’s teach-
ing ; the Revised Version removes the veil.
Creat&iacute;on ma&iacute;t&iacute;ng for Redempt&iacute;on.
AN EXPOSITORY STUDY OF ROMANS VIII. 19-22.
BY THE REV. GEORGE PHILIP, D.D., EDINBURGH.
II.
Ver. 20. &dquo;For tlre Creation was subjected to
1’anity, 1101 of its own 1m!l, luet by reason of Him
who subjected it.&dquo; &dquo;
The question at once presents itself-&dquo; Who
subjected creation to vanity?&dquo; &dquo; Three different
answers have been given-man, Satan, God.
Each answer contributes to what we regard as the
full answer. Satan tempted man to transgress.
Wan became transgressor. God summoned both
to His bar and pronounced sentence. That sen-
tence has been preserved (Gen. iii.). One cannot
read it without feeling how heavily it presses on
creation in its several departments : &dquo;The ground
is cursed.&dquo; It is doomed to bring forth thorns and
thistles. &dquo;And the serpent is cursed above all
cattle, and above every beast of the field.&dquo; God
subjected creation to vanity.
V’e do not here enter on the duestion-wlcy
man’s disobedience should have entailed humilia-
tion on guiltless creation. That question belongs
to the secrets of the government of God. We
accept and deal with the fact of subjection. The
fall of the monarch was the blight of the empire.
His subjects must go into captivity along with
him.
According to Hitchcock, &dquo; No important change
took place at the time of man’s first transgression ;
in other words, the present system is that which
was originally determined upon in the divine mind,
and not the original plan, altered after man’s trans-
gression.&dquo; The theory that, &dquo;when man trans-
gressed there was an entire change throughout all
organic nature,&dquo; he attributes, in large measure, to
the influence exerted on public sentiment by
Milton’s Paradise Lost. &dquo; I fancy,&dquo; he says, &dquo; that
on many points of secondary importance the
current theology of the day has been shaped quite
as much by the ingenious machioery of Paradise
Lost as by the Scriptures.&dquo; No doubt Milton’s
descriptions of the effects of the Fall on lower
creation are rich in poetic colouring. No doubt,
too, his writings, like those of kindred minds-
Dante’s, for instance-have greatly influenced
popular, and even theological thought. But
neither Milton’s, nor any other writer’s descrip-
tions of the effects of the Fall, could have exerted
the influence which they have exerted unless they
had been suggested by a solid basis of divine truth
and actual fact.
&dquo; Modern science,&dquo; says Godet, &dquo;seems to prove
that the present condition of the earth is a natural
result of its whole previous development, and that
the miseries belonging to it are rather remains of
the primitive imperfection of matter than the
effects of a fall which intervened at a given
moment. Is death, for example, which reigns over
mankind, anything else than the continuation of
that to which the animal world was subject in the
epochs anterior to man ? &dquo; &dquo; This,&dquo; he adds, &dquo; is a
serious objection.&dquo;
No doubt it is. We simply confront it with
Scripture, and ask, Is the testimony of Scripture on
this matter to be accepted or set aside? It gives
forth no uncertain sound. It tells us that in con-
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